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The MAILING DATE of this communicate ap pears on the cover sheet with the corresponaenc* «»^ss 


— I fits ir«-»fi-"'»v* ' — —* 

rrAii o ™ di apf thi<5 APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
THE REPLY FILED 23 September 2002 FAILS TC ' P^E J HIS ^^^"^c^. A proper reply to a 
Therefore, further action b> r the appl.can t is J«J u "jd to avoid ^ ^"^^l^^ent which places the application n 
ct a d«,S^ o» SSS ^fee); or (3) a time, filed Request for Continued 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PFRinn FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) m The period for reply expires 3 months from the mailing date of the final rejection^ ^ ^ 

b □ The period for repiy expires on: (1 ) the mailing date 

S^cT^ =S tJvO MONTHS 9 OF THE F,NAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

ErtensSLma^ 

have been filed is the date for purposes of determining he ^^^^^^^^liTnally set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth ,n 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 n a Notice of Aooeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

1 D 37 CFR 1 192 P (aTor any ^ CFR 1.191(d)). to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2 □ The proposed amendments) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) n they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are no. deemed to place .he app.lcation in better form for appea! by materiaiiy reducing or simphfying the 

issues for appeal; and/or . 

(d ) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3. B Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 11? snond par., sectton a.„ 

4. D Newly proposed or amended claim® would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5. D The a)D affidavit, b)Q exhibit, or c)D request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: 

6. D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were new, 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7 H For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)H will be entered and an 
^ expStion o? howthe new "or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: none . 
Claim(s) objected to: none . 
Claim(s) rejected: U20. 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

BO The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9.B Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 8. 

10.ISI Other: See Continuation Sheet 
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Continuation of 10. Other: 1). As to section b: However, the claims are not limited to the argued "overhead stream and the bottom 
stream contain IPAwith increased concentrations of components (impurities) having a boiling point less than.... boiling point greater 
than IPA.."as to c: However, claim 9, as recited, does not diffentiate between the overhead and the bottom stream. With respect to claim 
10: Whether the term "ternary azeotrope" is understood by one skilled in the art is irrelevant because an azeotrope is normally define by 
its composition and pressures but which parameters are not specified in the claims nor at page 7, lines 20-23 referrred to by applicants. 
The third component in ihe ternary azeotrope is not even given in the spec. As to the art rejections: however, the argued two-stage 
process of Kagiyama, the process using single vessel of Marker and the pervaporation followed by double distillation of Adams are not 
precluded by the claims recitation of "comprising" which is an all- inclusive term. Nonetheless, the broad claims 1 and 1 1 both simply 
recite a distilling step . The argued products obtained in the overhead, sides and bottoms maybe new and unobvious and maybe the 
desired products, however, products is not the basis for patentability of a process claim. Applicants fail to delineate steps, other than 
distillation, and process conditions used in the instant invention not taught nor shown in the references of record . 



